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SUBJECT:        Request  for  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  150  Green  Street 

This  is  the  draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  150  Green  Street.  A 
public  hearing  will  be  held  on  the  adequacy  and  accuracy  of  this  document  on  April  25, 
1985.  After  the  public  hearing,  our  office  will  prepare  and  publish  a  document  titled 
"Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,"  which  will  contain  a  summary  of  all  relevant 
comments  on  this  Draft  EIR  and  our  responses  to  those  comments.  It  may  also  specify 
changes  to  this  Draft  EIR.  Those  who  testify  at  the  hearing  on  the  draft  will 
automatically  receive  a  copy  of  the  Comments  and  Responses  document  along  with  notice 
of  the  date  reserved  for  certification  (usually  about  9  weeks  after  the  hearing  on  the 
draft);  others  may  receive  such  copies  and  notice  on  request  or  by  visiting  our  office. 
This  Draft  EIR,  together  with  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document,  will 
be  considered  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  an  advertised  public  meeting  and 
certified  as  a  Final  EIR  if  deemed  adequate. 

After  certification,  we  will  modify  the  Draft  EIR  as  specified  by  the  Comments  and 
Responses  document  and  print  both  documents  in  a  single  publication  called  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report.  The  Final  EIR  will  add  no  new  information  to  the 
combination  of  the  two  documents  except  to  reproduce  the  certification  resolution.  It 
will  simply  provide  the  information  in  one  rather  than  two  documents.  Therefore,  if  you 
receive  a  copy  of  the  Comments  and  Responses  document  in  addition  to  this  copy  of  the 
Draft  EIR,  you  will  technically  have  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIR. 

We  are  aware  that  many  people  who  receive  the  Draft  EIR  and  Summary  of  Comments 
and  Responses  have  no  interest  in  receiving  virtually  the  same  information  after  the  EIR 
has  been  certified.  To  avoid  expending  money  and  paper  needlessly,  we  would  like  to  send 
copies  of  the  Final  EIR  to  individuals  only  if  they  request  them. 


If  you  want  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIR,  please  so  indicate  in  the  space  provided  on  the  next 
page  and  mail  the  request  to  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  within  two  weeks  after 
certification  of  the  Final  EIR.  Any  private  party  not  requesting  a  Final  EIR  by  that  time 
will  not  be  mailed  a  copy.  Public  agencies  on  the  distribution  list  will  automatically 
receive  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIR.  Copies  will  also  be  available  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street  -  5th  floor,  San  Francisco,  California  94102. 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  this  project. 
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Re:      150  Green  Street  Final  EIR  (83.447EA) 

(  )  Please  send  me  a  copy  of  the  150  Green  Street  Final  EIR. 

Signed:   

Print  Your  Name  and  Address  Below: 

(Name) 

(House  Number  and  Street) 

(City,  State  and  Zip  Code) 

If  you  are  requesting  an  FEIR,  please  tear  this  page  out,  show  your  address 
above,  fold  the  mailer  so  that  your  return  address  and  the  Department  of  City 
Planning's  address  is  exposed,  seal,  add  postage  and  mail.) 


(Fold  here) 


Return  address:  Place 

postage 
here 


Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street  -  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

ATTN:  Mr.  Jon  Hussey 
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I.  SUMMARY 


A.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  sponsor,  Grosvenor  Properties  Ltd.,  would  construct  a  six-story,  66,260  gross- 
square-foot  (gsf)  office/retail  building  at  150  Green,  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Sansome 
and  Green  Streets,  west  of  Icehouse  Alley.  It  would  be  located  on  Assessor's  Block  112, 
Lot  8.  The  C-2  (Community  Business)  district  site  is  occupied  by  a  two-story,  beige, 
stucco  building  with  a  penthouse  level.  The  structure  contains  7,000  square  feet  of 
offices,  11,000  square  feet  of  retail,  and  about  50  parking  spaces.  The  site  falls  within 
the  Northern  Waterfront  Special  Use  District  No.  3. 

The  project  would  include  60,210  gross  square  feet  of  office  and  6,050  gross  square  feet  of 
retail  space,  which  would  represent  a  53,210  gsf  increase  in  office  and  4,950  gsf  decrease 
in  retail  space  on  site.  The  proposed  building  would  be  64.5  feet  high.  The  project  would 
provide  valet  parking  for  about  100  cars  (23,400  square  feet)  on  two  basement  levels,  a 
net  increase  in  capacity  of  about  50  vehicles. 

Formerly  the  Sperry  Flour  Company  building,  built  in  1916,  the  existing  structure  lies 
within  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District,  an  area  of  special  historical  and 
architectural  character.  The  building  is  an  example  of  reinforced  concrete  warehouse 
construction,  and  is  representative  of  the  type  of  structure  that  the  Historic  District  was 
created  to  preserve. 

Estimated  construction  cost  of  the  project  is  approximately  $4,000,000.  An  18-month 
construction  period  is  anticipated. 

The  architect  is  Gensler  and  Associates. 
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I.  Summary 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

1.  Initial  Study 

An  Initial  Study  examined  the  150  Green  Street  project  to  identify  its  potential  effects  on 
the  environment.  Certain  possible  environmental  issues  were  determined  to  be  insignifi- 
cant. Measures  incorporated  into  the  project  design  would  mitigate  other  potential 
impacts.  The  issues  not  addressed  in  the  EIR  include:  land  use,  visual  quality,  population, 
transportation/circulation,  noise,  air  quality/climate,  utilities/public  services,  biology, 
geology/topography,  water,  energy  and  hazards. 

2.  EIR  Issues 

Urban  design  and  cultural  resources  are  potentially  significant  issues  and  are  the  focus  of 
this  EIR. 

C.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

This  project  includes  the  following  mitigation  measure. 

The  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist  who  will  be  present  during  site 
excavation  and  who  will  record  a  daily  log  of  observations. 

The  sponsor  shall  provide  for  such  further  investigations  on  site  as  the  ERO  may  deem 
appropriate  prior  to  or  during  project  excavation  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in 
excavation  activities. 

Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  during  project  excavation,  the  archaeologist 
would  assess  the  significance  of  the  find,  and  immediately  report  to  the  ERO  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 

The  ERO  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation.  Excavation  or  construction  which 
might  damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of 
four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate.  This 
maximum  of  four  weeks  shall  include  any  other  time  periods  for  which  the  ERO  has 
required  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 
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I.  Summary 


D.  ALTERNATIVES 

1.  No  Project 

This  alternative  would  involve  no  change  to  the  project  site  as  it  now  exists.  The  150 
Green  Street  building  would  retain  its  present  uses. 

2.  Rehabilitation  of  the  Existing  Structure 

In  this  alternative,  the  existing  building  would  be  rehabilitated  to  accommodate  retail/of- 
fice use  and  the  building  would  be  brought  into  conformance  with  current  seismic  safety 
and  building  code  standards. 

3.  Rehabilitation  of  the  Existing  Building  with  One  Additional  Story  and  Penthouse 

In  this  alternative,  the  existing  building  would  be  renovated  and  an  additional  floor  added 
with  penthouse.  The  building  would  be  brought  into  conformance  with  current  seismic 
safety  and  building  code  standards. 
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II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.  SPONSORS  OBJECTIVES 

The  project  sponsor,  Grosvenor  Properties,  Ltd.,  proposes  to  demolish  the  existing  two- 
story  building  and  construct  a  six-story,  66,260  gross  square  foot  (gsf)  structure  at  150 
Green  Street.  The  building  would  include  office  space,  retail  space  and  parking.  The 
owner's  objectives  for  this  project  are: 

o      Provision  of  first  class  office  and  retail  space. 

o  Creation  of  a  building  with  modern  seismic  and  fire  protection  systems  in  a 
structure  that  complements  the  architectural  motif  of  the  Northeast  Water- 
front Historic  District. 

o      Earn  a  reasonable  rate  of  return  on  investment. 

B.  LOCATION  OF  THE  PROJECT  SITE 

The  150  Green  Street  building  sits  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the  Sansome  and  Green 
Street  intersection,  in  the  Base  of  Telegraph  Hill  Area  (See  Figure  1,  page  5).  The  project 
site  is  located  on  Assessor's  Block  112,  Lot  8,  in  the  C-2  district  north  of  the  downtown 
core.  This  falls  within  Special  Use  District  Number  3  which  covers  most  of  the 
waterfront  area  between  Broadway  and  Bay  Streets. 

The  project  site  is  in  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District  (see  Figure  10,  page  17). 
Appendix  D  of  Article  10,  City  Planning  Code,  which  designated  the  Historic  District  in 
June  1982  states  that  "the  Northeast  Waterfront  has  a  special  historical,  architectual  and 
aesthetic  interest  and  value  and  constitutes  a  distinct  section  of  the  City."1  The  Historic 
District  extends  from  The  Embarcadero,  west  past  Sansome  Street,  and  from  Broadway 
Street,  north  to  Union  Street.  150  Green  Street  is  in  the  65-X  Height  and  Bulk  District, 
which  allows  a  maximum  height  of  65  feet  and  sets  no  bulk  limit.     The  maximum 
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SITE  LOCATION 


FIGURE  1 


SOURCE:  El P  CORPORATION 
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II.  Project  Description 


floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  allowed  on  the  site  is  5:1  (Section  240.3  City  Planning  Code). 
However,  the  site  is  eligible  for  a  25%  corner  Bonus  (Planning  Code  Section  125),  which 
brings  the  maximum  allowable  FAR  to  6.25:1. 

C.    PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

1.  Existing  Structure 

The  project  site  is  currently  occupied  by  a  two-story  concrete  building  with  a  penthouse 
level.  It  contains  11,000  gross  square  feet  of  retail  space  on  the  basement  level,  about  50 
parking  spaces  on  the  ground  level,  and  7,000  gross  square  feet  of  offices  in  the  penthouse 
level.  The  building  is  of  reinforced  concrete,  built  in  1916,  originally  used  as  a  private 
garage  and  reception  room.  The  building  is  considered  compatible  with  the  maritime- 
related/industrial  character  of  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District.  It  is  an  early 
example  of  reinforced  concrete  construction,  and  was  the  site  of  the  Sperry  Flour 
Company. 

2.  Proposed  Structure 

The  proposed  structure  would  be  a  six-story  building,  containing  66,260  gsf  office  and 
retail  space  (see  Figures  2  through  9,  pages  7  through  14).  Valet  parking  would 
accommodate  100  cars  on  two  basement  levels  accessible  via  ramps  from  Icehouse  Alley. 
The  first  floor  would  encompass  approximately  4,990  net  square  feet  (nsf)  of  retail  space 
and  3,397  nsf  of  office  space.  The  five  upper  floors  would  contain  46,275  nsf  of  office 
space.  The  new  project  would  represent  about  53,210  gsf  increase  in  office  space,  4,950 
gsf  decrease  in  retail  space,  and  a  50  space  net  increase  in  parking  spaces. 

The  proposed  structure  would  be  64.5  feet  high.  A  mechanical  penthouse  would  extend 
the  building's  height  to  75  feet.  The  building's  footprint  would  extend  to  the  property  line 
for  ground  coverage  of  11,700  square  feet.  The  project  FAR  of  5.66:1  was  determined  as 
shown  below. 


Permitted  FAR  5:1 

Permitted  FAR  with  25%  corner  bonus  6.25:1 

Permitted  square  footage  73,125 

Proposed  square  footage  66,260 

Proposed  FAR  5.66:1 
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II.  Project  Description 


D.    PROJECT  SCHEDULE  AND  REQUIRED  APPROVALS 

The  architectural  firm  for  the  proposed  project  is  Gensler  and  Associates  of  San 
Francisco.  The  estimated  construction  cost  of  the  project  is  $4,000,000  and  the 
construction  period  is  anticipated  to  be  18  months. 

The  first  step  in  processing  the  proposed  project  is  a  public  review  and  public  hearing  on 
the  Draft  EIR  (DEIR)  and  preparation  of  responses  to  comments  made  at  the  hearing  and 
during  the  DEIR  review  period.  Once  the  document  has  been  amended  to  its  satisfaction, 
the  City  Planning  Commission  will  certify  the  EIR  as  complete,  accurate  and  objective. 

The  project  would  require  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  for  demolition  and  construc- 
tion within  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District  in  accordance  with  provisions  of 
Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  The  Planning  Commission  would  hold  a  public 
hearing  on  the  application  for  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  after  receiving  the 
recommendation  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 

The  project  would  require  a  parking  variance  because  the  sponsor  has  proposed  valet 
parking,  rather  than  independently  accessible  spaces  as  provided  for  in  Article  1.5  of  the 
City  Planning  Code.  The  variance  hearing  would  be  conducted  by  the  zoning  admin- 
istrator. 

If  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  and  parking  variance  were  both  granted,  the  project 
sponsor  would  apply  for  a  demolition  permit  for  the  existing  building,  followed  by 
applications  for  building  and  related  permits  from  the  Central  Permit  Bureau  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Works.  Building  Permit  Application  #8308674  was  filed  for  the 
project  on  September,  1983. 


Jeremy  Naploha,  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District,  page  1. 
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III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.    CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  project  site  is  located  within  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District.  Appendix  D 
of  Article  10,  City  Planning  Code,  which  designated  the  Historic  District  in  June  1982, 
states  that,  "the  Northeast  Waterfront  has  a  special  historical,  architectural  and  aesthetic 
interest  and  value  and  constitutes  a  distinct  section  of  the  City."  The  District  extends 
from  The  Embarcadero,  west  past  Sansome  Street  and  from  Broadway  Street,  north  to 
Union  Street  (see  Figure  10,  page  17).  The  intent  of  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic 
District  is  to  protect  and  enhance  the  unique  character  of  the  northeastern  section  of  the 
City  and  promote  preservation  of  its  architectural  character  and  heritage.  This  district 
contains  warehouses  and  waterfront  buildings  from  nearly  every  decade  since  the  Gold 
Rush  era  and  includes  sites  where  the  possibility  of  discovery  of  significant  archaeological 
resources  is  strong. 

The  removal  of  rated  or  compatible  buildings*  within  the  district  would  run  counter  to 
policies  contained  in  the  Historic  District's  designating  ordinance  and  sustained  by  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board.  Proposals  to  demolish  buildings  in  an  historic 
district  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  Section 
1006.6  authorizes  the  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  to  suspend  a 
demolition  permit  application  on  a  building  within  a  historic  district  for  up  to  nine  months 
so  that  efforts  for  preservation  of  the  building  may  be  made.  Since  no  demolition  of  a 
compatible  structure  within  any  historic  district  has  ever  occurred,  any  such  demolition 
would  set  a  precedent  for  the  removal  of  other  structures  in  the  Northeast  Waterfront 

Historic  District  and  in  other  designated  historic  districts  as  well  (Jackson  Square, 

2 

Webster  Street  and  Alamo  Square). 
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III. A.  Environmental  Setting: 
Cultural  Resources 


Department  of  City  Planning  rated  structures  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity  include 
the  S.  Christian  of  Copenhagen  (Fuller)  building  at  Battery  and  Green  Streets  and  the 
Icehouse  adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  the  north.  The  S.  Christian  of  Copenhagen 
building  is  well-known  for  its  red  brick  arches  and  is  rated  3  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning.  The  Icehouse  noted  for  its  Italianate  detail,  is  rated  2  by  the  Department  of 
City  Planning.  Originally  a  cold  storage  building,  the  Icehouse  has  been  renovated  for 
office  use.  The  Giusti  building  across  Sansome  Street  is  a  California  Registered 
Historical  Landmark  (#941).  It  was  registered  for  its  significance  as  the  site  of  the 
laboratory  of  Philo  Farnsworth,  an  early  20th  century  inventor  who  achieved  significant 
breakthroughs  in  the  development  of  electronic  television. 

The  project  site  is  within  one  block  of  the  original  shoreline  of  Yerba  Buena  Cove  which 

at  one  time  reached  Battery  Street  within  the  project  block.    Yerba  Buena  Cove  offered 

the  most  protected  anchorage  on  the  northernmost  part  of  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula. 

The  need  for  wharf  facilities  and  additional  warehouse  space  brought  about  by  the  growing 

shipping  business  of  the  gold  rush  era  resulted  in  the  excavation  of  Telegraph  Hill  to  fill 

the  adjacent  shoreline.    By  1857,  the  shoreline  extended  one  block  further  east  from  the 

project  site  (see  Figure  11,  page  19).  Some  accounts  estimate  that  during  the  rapid  filling 

and  building,  25-75  wooden  ships  were  buried  beneath  the  advancing  City.    The  "Philip 

Hone,"  a  gold  rush  era  storeship  is  believed  to  be  located  one  block  from  the  project  site 

3 

near  the  south-east  corner  of  Battery  and  Union  Streets. 

The  1852  U.S.  Coast  Survey  map  shows  that  a  small  structure  existed  then  on  the  proposed 
project  site  (see  Figure  12,  page  20).  The  1877  Sanborn  Insurance  maps,  revised  in 
September  1905,  depict  several  wooden  frame  structures  on  the  site,  including  a  three- 
story  flat  and  a  stable.  The  remainder  of  the  block  was  occupied  by  a  shipsmith,  a  saloon, 
a  storage  house,  a  wagon  house  and  kilns  operated  by  the  Western  Sugar  Refining 
Company.  The  block  south  of  the  proposed  project  contained  the  works  of  the  California 
Fruit  Canners  Association.  West  of  the  site  at  the  base  of  Telegraph  Hill,  was  a  rock 
quarry  and  crusher.    This  quarry  is  also  depicted  on  the  revised  Sanborn  maps  of  1912. 

However,  the  1912  Sanborn  map  shows  no  structures  on  the  portion  of  the  project  block 

4 

bounded  by  Sansome,  Union,  Icehouse  Alley  and  Green  Streets. 
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1852  U.S.  COAST  SURVEY 
CITY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
(Partial  Reproduction) 
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III. A.  Environmental  Setting: 
Cultural  Resources 


The  existing  structure   is  a   beige,   three-level  reinforced  concrete  building.      It  is 

architecturally  plain;  its  main  features  are  large,  segmented  warehouse  windows  recessed 

into  a  smooth  surface  wall,  a  penthouse  with  red  Spanish  tile  roofing,  a  strong  cornice  line 

between  the  main  story  and  the  penthouse,  and  a  verticle  element  created  by  the  Green 

Street  entrance  and  small  verticle  windows.   The  penthouse  consists  of  three  sections,  a 

central  portion  with  peaked  roof  flanked  by  two  wings.   With  the  exception  of  -the  central 

portion,  the  penthouse  is  recessed  from  the  building's  edge;  the  left  wing  more  than  the 

right.  The  left  penthouse  wing  is  original;  the  right  wing  appears  to  be  a  later  addition  or 

alteration.  The  Sansome  Street  facade  consists  of  two  large  overhead  doors  set  in  a  wall 

with  recessed  panels  and  an  overhanging  cornice.  The  garage  openings  on  Sansome  Street 

expose  the  building's  high-ceilinged  interior  to  the  passerby.    The  slope  on  Green  Street 

keeps  windows  there  above  eye  level  except  near  the  corner  of  Sansome  where  they  are 

covered  on  the  inside.     The  building  is  described  as  "compatible"  by  the  Northeast 

5 

Waterfront  Historic  District  designating  ordinance  and  background  survey. 


Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted  a 
citywide  inventory  of  architecturally-significant  buildings.  The  ratings  ranged  from  a 
low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5."  Factors  considered  included  architectural  significance,  urban 
design  context  and  overall  environmental  significance.  The  architectural  survey  resulted 
in  a  listing  of  the  best  10%  of  San  Francisco's  buildings.  In  the  estimation  of  the 
inventory  participants,  buildings  rated  "3"  or  higher  represent  approximately  the  best  2% 
of  the  City's  architecture. 

Buildings  rated  compatible  are  buildings  that  are  not  in  themselves  considered  arch- 
itecturally significant,  but  are  considered  representative  of  a  style  or  district  and 
contribute  to  the  overall  architectural  environment. 

i 

Patrick  McGrew,  President,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  written  communi- 
cation, October  24,  1984. 

San  Francisco  Maritime  Museum,  Gold  Rush  Vessels  Beached,  Scuttled  and  Broken  Up,  an 
unpublished  map. 

Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Maps  1877,  updated  September  1905  and  October  1912,  available 
at  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department. 

Jeremy  Naploha,  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District,  prepared  for  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board,  June  23,  1982,  updated  September  23,  1982. 
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III.B  Environmental  Setting: 
Urban  Design 


B.     URBAN  DESIGN 

The  project  site  is  within  the  Base  of  Telegraph  Hill  Area,  which  is  a  subarea  of  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Plan  (1977).  As  defined  in  the  Plan,  this  subarea  is  a  district 
distinctive  in  geography,  commerce  and  history  from  the  rest  of  the  City.  Bounded  by 
water  to  the  north  and  east,  by  Embarcadero  Freeway  ramps  on  Broadway  to  the  south 
and  the  sheer  cliff-face  of  Telegraph  Hill  on  the  west,  the  area  encompasses  a  mix  of 
industrial,  office,  residential,  maritime  and  retail  buildings  lying  between  the  waterfront 
and  the  eastern  face  of  Telegraph  Hill.  The  foot  of  Telegraph  Hill  is  characterized  by 
small-scale,  high-density,  mixed-use  urban  development  that  begins  at  the  base  of  the 
cliff-face  and  extends  north  and  east  to  the  waterfront. 

On  the  hilltop  is  a  residential  neighborhood  with  prized  views  of  the  Bay  to  the  north,  east 
and  south.  Small,  woodframe  houses  in  this  neighborhood  date  from  the  1850's  and 
medium-sized  houses  and  larger  multiple-family  dwellings  date  from  1920  to  1940.  More 
recent  developments  include  condominium  structures  built  in  a  series  of  terraces  stepped 
into  the  face  of  this  hill.  The  Filbert  Street  Steps  provide  pedestrian  access  to  the  hilltop 
from  the  east.  Lower  Calhoun  Terrace  residences  and  a  visitor  area  at  the  end  of  Upper 
Calhoun  Terrace  have  unobstructed  views  to  the  east  of  the  Bay  Bridge  and  Treasure 
Island.  The  view  from  Telegraph  Hill  of  the  Northeast  Waterfront  consists  now,  as  it  has 
historically,  of  a  roofscape  characterized  by  varied  heights,  penthouses  of  differing 
proportions  and  roof  features  that  include  skylights,  flagpoles  and  parapet  walls. 

The  blocks  surrounding  the  project  site  contain  buildings  dating  from  the  1850s  to  the 
present  century  whose  uses  have  varied  over  the  years  from  largely  maritime-oriented 
industrial  functions  and  warehousing  to  the  current  predominance  of  showroom  and  office 
uses  in  renovated  spaces. 

The  structures  range  from  one  to  six  stories  in  height  with  most  at  two  or  three  stories. 
Many  are  of  typical  warehouse  design,  large  in  size,  built  to  the  property  line  and 
generally  rectangular  in  shape,  giving  the  area  a  certain  regularity  of  overall  form. 
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III. B  Environmental  Setting: 
Urban  Design 


Standard  brick  masonry  is  predominant  for  the  oldest  buildings  in  the  district,  with 
reinforced  concrete  introduced  after  the  1906  fire.  Red  brick  is  typical,  with  some  yellow 
and  painted  brick.  Some  of  the  brick  facades  have  been  stuccoed  over.  Muted  earth  tones 
predominate  in  shades  of  red,  brown,  green,  gray  and  blue.  The  overall  texture  of  the 
facades  is  rough  grained. 

Large  arches  are  common  at  the  ground  floor  (often  originally  designed  for  vehicular 
access)  and  are  frequently  repeated  on  upper  floors.  Flattened  arches  for  window 
treatment  are  typical.  Cornices  are  simple  and  generally  tend  to  be  abstract  versions  of 
the  more  elaborate  cornices  found  on  downtown  commercial  structures  from  the 
nineteenth  century.  Most  of  the  surfaces  of  the  later  buildings  are  plain  and  simple, 
reflecting  their  function,  and  the  use  of  decorative  elements  is  minimal. 

Of  particular  note  are  the  contrasting  large  bulk  and  minimal  fenestration  of  the  earlier 
brick  warehouse  structures.  The  windows  in  these  vary  in  size,  are  rhythmically  spaced 
and  relate  in  shape  and  proportion  to  those  in  nearby  buildings.  Window  glazing  is  minimal 
and  deeply  recessed,  producing  a  strong  shadow  line.  Larger  industrial  sash  windows 
began  to  be  incorporated  in  structures  built  from  1910  to  1940. 

Across  from  the  project  site,  the  Giusti  Building  occupies  the  northwest  corner  of  the 
intersection  of  Green  and  Sansome  Streets.  The  facade  of  this  light-colored,  two-story 
reinforced  concrete  structure  contains  large,  industrial  sash  windows  recessed  from  the 
face  of  the  building.  At  the  southwest  corner  of  Green/Sansome  is  the  Sunset  Press 
Building.  Originally  used  for  printing,  this  beige,  three-story  concrete-frame  building  now 
houses  offices.  The  Bemis  Bag  building  occupies  the  southeast  corner  of  the 
Sansome/Green  intersection.  This  is  a  three-story,  reinforced  concrete-frame  building 
that  has  been  converted  from  warehouse  to  office  space.  The  project  site  occupies  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  intersection. 

Sharing  the  north  side  of  Green  Street  across  Icehouse  Alley  is  120  Green  Street,  a  three- 
story,  painted-brick  building  now  used  for  offices.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  the 
north  is  the  Icehouse,  a  six-story  red  brick  building.  This  structure  occupies  the  largest 
portion  of  the  project  block,  and  by  virtue  of  its  height  and  deep  red  color  is  a  forceful 
visual  presence  in  the  project's  immediate  vicinity. 
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IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


A.  ISSUES  NOT  ADDRESSED 

The  150  Green  Street  Project  was  examined  in  an  Initial  Study  to  identify  its  potential 
effects  on  the  environment.  Some  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  could  be  potentially 
significant  and  are  analyzed  below.  Certain  possible  environmental  issues  were  deter- 
mined to  be  insignificant.  Measures  incorporated  into  the  project  design  mitigate  other 
potential  impacts.  Appendix  A,  page  A-l  of  this  report  includes  a  copy  of  the  Final  Initial 
Study. 

The  issues  not  addressed  in  the  EIR  are  as  follows:  Land  Use,  Visual  Quality,  Population, 
Transportation/Circulation,  Noise,  Air  Quality/Climate,  Utilities/Public  Services,  Biology, 
Geology/Topography,  Water,  Energy  and  Hazards. 

B.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

1.  Historic 

The  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  require  the  demolition  of  the  existing 
building,  which  is  a  contributing  building  to  the  period  of  significance  for  which  the 
Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District  was  designated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
Demolition  of  the  building  would  run  counter  to  City  policies.  Policy  1  of  Objective  2, 
Base  of  Telegraph  Hill  Area  section  of  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Plan  (page  29)  is  to 
"retain  architecturally  interesting  or  historically  significant  buildings  or  buildings  which 
contribute  substantially  to  the  overall  architectural  character  of  the  area."  Section  1, 
Findings  and  Purposes,  of  Appendix  D  to  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  which 
created  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Historic  District,  states  that  "preservation  on  an 
area  basis,  rather  than  on  the  basis  of  individual  structures  alone,  is  required  to  preserve 
the  character  of  the  Northeast  Waterfront  District."  It  is  also  the  policy  of  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  "to  encourage  the  preservation  of  compatible 
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IV.  Environmental  Impacts 


buildings  within  historic  districts,  and  if  necessary,  to  recommend  imposition  of  the 
maximum  suspension  period  on  applications  proposing  their  demolition."1 

Beyond  the  specific  importance  of  the  existing  structure  at  Green/Sansome,  its  demolition 
would  have  more  far  reaching  implications.  Removal  of  this  building  would  erode  the 
number  of  original  structures  that  contribute  to  and  define  the  character  of  the  Historic 
Waterfront  District.  Additionally,  demolition  of  a  compatible  structure  within  a 
designated  district  would  be  a  first,  and  would  serve  as  a  precedent  for  this  district  and 
all  other  historic  districts,  (Jackson  Square,  Webster  Street  and  Alamo  Square). 

2.  Archaeology 

According  to  historic  maps  and  records,  buildings  were  present  on  the  subject  property  by 

1853  and  historic  materials  may  be  present  within  the  project  area.   Because  of  this,  the 

2 

project  area  is  determined  to  be  archaeologically  sensitive. 

The  foundation  of  the  proposed  project  would  extend  deeper  than  the  existing  building's 
foundations.  If  there  are  existing  subsurface  cultural  resources  on  the  site,  they  could  be 
disturbed  by  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project.  An  historical/cultural  mitigation 
measure  is  included  as  part  of  the  project. 


Patrick  McGrew,  President  of  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  written  communi- 
cation to  Dean  Macris,  Director  of  Planning,  October  24,  1984. 

Letter  from  Christian  Gerike,  Assistant  Coordinator,  California  Archaeological  Inventory, 
October  24,  1984. 


C.    URBAN  DESIGN 

As  viewed  from  a  distance  the  project  would  form  part  of  the  pattern  of  varied  small- 
scale  urban  development  of  the  Base  of  Telegraph  Hill  Area  that  stands  in  contrast  to 
larger  scale  development  in  the  downtown  area.     The  project  would  not  block  view 
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IV.  Environmental  Impacts 


corridors  to  the  waterfront  and  Bay  from  the  residential  neighborhood  atop  Telegraph  Hill 
(as  shown  in  Figure  13,  page  27). 

The  proposed  project  would  replace  an  existing  two-story  structure  with  a  six-story 
building  at  a  location  that  is  less  than  100  feet  from  the  east  face  of  Telegraph  Hill. 
Urban  Design  Policy  1  of  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Plan  advocates  the  location  of 
taller  structures  close  to  the  base  of  Telegraph  Hill  and  lower  structures  close  to  the 
waterfront.  The  proposed  structure  would  form  a  transition  step  between  the  lower 
development  to  the  south  and  east  of  the  project  site  (three  stories)  and  the  taller 
development  to  the  north  (Ice  House  building  -  six  stories). 

The  project  would  form  a  contiguous  urban  frontage  with  the  Ice  House  structure  and 
would  accentuate  the  effect  that  the  cliffs  and  the  Ice  House  create  further  north  along 
the  Sansome  Street  corridor.  Along  Green  Street  the  project  would  appear  larger  than 
any  of  the  neighboring  buildings  on  either  side  of  the  street  (rising  three  stories  above  the 
others).  Figure  14,  page  28,  shows  the  view  of  the  proposed  project  from  Green  Street 
east  of  Battery  with  the  Giusti  building  in  the  background. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  built  to  the  lot  lines  in  sharp,  rythmic,  rectilinear  forms, 
thereby  maintaining  the  existing  streetwall.  The  facade  would  be  defined  by  horizontal 
belt  courses  (a  horizontal  division  in  an  exterior  wall's  verticle  plane)  that  would  attempt 
to  relate  the  scale  of  the  proposed  structure  to  existing  smaller  buildings  across  the 
intersection.  The  strong  vertical  lines  of  the  project  would  parrot  those  of  the  adjacent 
Icehouse  and  would  also  serve  to  accentuate  the  project's  appearance  of  height.  The 
formal  symmetry  of  the  facade  design  would  be  consistent  with  elevations  of  traditional 
buildings  in  the  area.  The  proportion  of  solid  to  void  in  the  elevation  of  the  proposed 
project  would  imitate  that  of  the  older  brick  structures  to  the  east  and  north  while 
differing  from  the  proportions  of  the  more  recent  concrete  structures  to  the  south  and 
west. 

The  color  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  a  light  neutral  tone  consistent  with  those  of 
the  other  structures  at  the  Green/Sansome  intersection.  Construction  materials  would 
appear  similar  to  those  of  the  Giusti  and  Bemis  buildings  (west  and  south,  and  both  color 
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IV.  Environmental  Impacts 


and  materials  would  retain  the  contrast  that  the  site  now  has  with  the  red  brick  of  the  Ice 
House.  The  finish  would  be  of  a  rough  grain  (stucco-like)  quality  not  unlike  that  of 
utilitarian  structures  in  the  vicinity. 

Architectural  detailing  at  door  openings  and  corners  of  the  building  would  be  drawn  from 
traditional  design  features  found  on  some  structures  in  the  area.  The  recessed  window 
treatment  would  replicate  that  of  adjacent  brick  structures  to  the  north  and  east,  while 
the  design  of  the  parapet  wall  would  also  imitate  the  style  of  an  earlier  era.  The  various 
architectural  features  would  contrast  with  those  of  some  neighboring  structures  and  would 
closely  imitate  the  features  of  other  neighbors. 

While  the  appearance  of  the  roof  and  penthouse  would  be  plain  and  functional,  the  sixth 
floor  terrace,  which  would  run  the  length  of  the  east  facade  looking  out  over  the 
neighboring  rooftops  to  the  Bay,  would  be  shielded  from  the  street  by  a  false  facade  that 
would  extend  25  feet  as  a  purely  decorative  element  without  peer  in  the  vicinity.  From 
the  pedestrian's  viewpoint  the  building's  south  cornice  and  east  cornice  would  not  align. 

Cumulative  visual  impacts  would  result  from  the  addition  of  new  buildings  and  the 
exterior  modification  of  existing  buildings  proposed  for  the  area.  Three  projects  other 
than  the  proposed  project  are  under  consideration  for  the  area.  A  new  seven  story 
building  is  proposed  at  1171  Sansome  Street,  roughly  opposite  150  Green  Street.  Exterior 
alterations  are  proposed  for  50  Green  Street  (corner  of  Green  and  Battery)  and  for  the 
Giusti  Building  at  200  Green  Street.  All  three  projects  fall  within  the  Northeast 
Waterfront  Historic  District  and  would  require  Certificates  of  Appropriateness  prior  to 
approval.  They  would  also  have  to  conform  with  Special  Use  District  Number  3 
regulations  and  height  and  bulk  guidelines. 

Should  the  proposed  project  and  the  1171  Sansome  Street  project  be  approved  for 
construction,  the  visual  character  of  Sansome  Street  would  undergo  change  in  the 
immediate  locality  of  the  project  site.  Together  with  the  Ice  House  building,  the  proposed 
structures  along  Sansome  Street  would  reinforce  the  larger  scale  architectural  presence 
that  Urban  Design  Policy  #1  advocates  for  structures  nearest  the  base  of  Telegraph  Hill. 

Should  the  proposed  project  and  the  two  alterations  at  50  and  200  Green  Street  be 
approved,  the  visual  character  of  that  frontage  would  also  experience  change. 
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V.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 


A  measure  that  has  been  identified  to  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental 
impacts  is  listed  below.  This  measure  has  been  included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  City 
Planning  Commission  could  require  that  this  measure  be  included  in  the  project  as  a 
condition  of  approval. 

A.    CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist  who  will  be  present  during  site 
excavation  and  who  will  record  a  daily  log  of  observations. 

The  sponsor  shall  provide  for  such  further  investigations  on  site  as  the  ERO  may  deem 
appropriate  prior  to  or  during  project  excavation  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in 
excavation  activities. 

Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  during  project  excavation,  the  archaeologist 
would  assess  the  significance  of  the  find,  and  immediately  report  to  the  ERO  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 

The  ERO  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation.  Excavation  or  construction  which 
might  damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of 
four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate.  This 
maximum  of  four  weeks  shall  include  any  other  time  periods  for  which  the  ERO  has 
required  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 
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VI.  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE 
AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


This  chapter  is  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  part  of 
their  certification  process,  and  Chapter  VI  of  the  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary, 
to  reflect  the  Commission's  findings. 

A.    DEMOLITION  OF  A  BUILDING  IN  A  HISTORIC  DISTRICT. 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  would  necessitate  the  demolition  of  the  existing 
structure  which  is  rated  "compatible"  with  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District. 
The  project  is  being  proposed  to  provide  first  class  office  space  and  take  advantage  of 
investment  opportunities. 
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VII.  ALTERNATIVES 


A.  ALTERNATIVE  ONE:  NO  PROJECT 

1.  Description 

This  alternative  would  involve  no  change  to  the  project  site  as  it  now  exists.  The 
150  Green  Street  building  would  retain  its  present  uses. 

2.  Impacts 

Retention  of  the  present  building  would  avoid  any  cultural  resource  or  urban  design 
impacts.  The  integrity  of  the  designated  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District  would  be 
maintained. 

3.  Reasons  for  Rejection 

The  project  sponsor  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  does  not  take  full  advantage  of 
development  opportunities  and  does  not  provide  maximum  investment  potential  for  the 
site. 

B.  ALTERNATIVE  TWO:  REHABILITATION  OF  EXISTING  STRUCTURE 

1.  Description 

This  alternative  would  call  for  rehabilitation  of  the  existing  building  for  retail/office  use 
and  conformance  to  current  seismic  safety  and  building  code  standards. 

2.  Impacts 

Exterior  renovation  would  improve  the  building's  appearance  and  would  increase  and 
upgrade  usable  space.  The  sponsor  would  be  eligible  for  tax  credits  for  rehabilitation  of  a 
structure  within  a  historic  district.  The  integrity  of  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic 
District  would  be  maintained. 
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VII.  Alternatives 


3.     Reasons  for  Rejection 

The  project  sponsor  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  does  not  provide  office  and  retail 
space  with  modern  seismic  and  fire  protection  systems  in  a  cost-efficient  manner,  does 
not  provide  maximum  investment  potential  and  would  result  in  no  project. 

C.    ALTERNATIVE  THREE:  REHABILITATION  OF  EXISTING  BUILDING  WITH  ONE 
ADDITIONAL  STORY  AND  PENTHOUSE 

1.  Description 

In  this  alternative,  the  existing  building  would  be  renovated  and  an  additional  floor  added 
with  penthouse.  The  building's  services  would  be  brought  into  conformance  with  current 
seismic  safety  and  building  code  standards. 

2.  Impacts 

Exterior  renovation  would  improve  the  building's  appearance  and  would  increase  usable 
space.  Addition  of  another  story  would  continue  the  area's  established  practice  of  adding 
to  existing  structures.  The  integrity  of  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District  would 
be  maintained.  The  sponsor  would  be  eligible  for  tax  credits  for  rehabilitation  of  a 
structure  within  a  historic  district. 

3.  Reason  for  Rejection 

The  project  sponsor  rejected  this  alternative  because  construction  of  an  additional  story 
would  involve  the  structural  rehabilitation  of  the  building  and  would  not,  in  the  sponsor's 
opinion,  realize  a  reasonable  rate  of  return,  and  would  result  in  no  project. 
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VIII.  EIR  AUTHORS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 


A.    PROPOSED  PROJECT  AND  EIR 


Author  of  Environmental  Impact  Report 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Environmental  Review  Officer:  Alec  S.  Bash 

Assistant  Environmental  Review  Officer:  Barbara  Sahm 

EIR  Coordinator:  Jon  Hussey 

Author  of  Preliminary  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation 
319  Eleventh  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94103 
San  Francisco  Projects  Coordinator:  Stu  During 
Project  Manager:  Donald  Dean 
Urban  Design:  Terry  O'Hare 
Cultural  Resources:  Kristie  Postel 

Project  Sponsor 

Grosvenor  Properties  Ltd. 

333  Market  Street,  Suite  3330 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Vice  President:  Nathaniel  H.  Taylor 

Project  Architects 

Gensler  and  Associates/Architects 
550  Kearny 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Vice  President:  Peter  Gordon 

B.    PERSONS  CONSULTED 


California  Archaeological  Inventory 
Christian  Gerike,  Assistant  Coordinator 
Northwest  Information  Center 
Department  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Rohnert  Park,  California  94928 
(707) 664-2494 
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Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

Patrick  McGrew,  President 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
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IX.  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay 
Area  Governments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94604 

California  Archaeological 
Site  Survey  Regional  Office 
N.W.  Info  Center 
Dept.  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 

Darnall  W.  Reynolds 

Calif.  Dept.  of  Trans.-Bus.  &  Trans.  Agency 

P.O.  Box  7310 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

David  Tannehill 

Calif.  Dept.  of  Trans.-Public  Trans.  Branch 

P.O.  Box  7310 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Robert  Levy,  Superintendent 
Bureau  of  Bldg.  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Jonathan  Malone,  Secretary 
Patrick  McGrew,  President 
Phillip  P.  Choy 
Elizabeth  de  Losada 
David  M.  Hartley 
Carolyn  Klemeyer 
Jean  E.  Kortum 
Ann  Sabiniano 
Walter  Sontheimer 
John  Ritchie 

BiU  Witte,  Director 

Mayor's  Economic  Development  Council 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Tom  Jordan,  Dir.  Bureau  Services 
Public  Utilities  Commission 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  150 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Barbara  Moy,  Assistant  Director,  PUC 
Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  111 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 


Deborah  Learner 

Paula  Jesson  Recreation  &  Park  Department 

Deputy  Director  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 

City  Attorney's  Office  Fell  &  Stanyan  Streets 

Room  206,  City  HaU  San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Engineering 

Streets  and  Highways 

45  Hyde  Street,  Room  212 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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CITY  &  COUNTY  (Cont.) 


MEDIA 


City  Planning  Commission 

450  McAllister 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Lee  Woods,  Secretary 
Toby  Rosenblatt,  President 
Susan  Bierman 
Roger  Boas 

Norman  Karasick,  Alternate 
Jerome  Klein 
Yoshio  Nakashima 
C.  Mackey  Salazar 
Douglas  Wright,  Alternate 

SF  Dept.  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Engineering 
Division  of  Streets  &  Highways 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  208 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Tim  A.  Molinare 

SF  Dept.  of  Public  Works 
Mechanical  Engineering  Section 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  222 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Vijay  K.  Gupta 

Scott  Schoaf 

Dept.  of  Public  Works-Traffic  Eng.  Div. 
460  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Edward  Phipps 

SF  Fire  Dept.,  Div.  of  Planning  &  Research 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Peter  Straus 

SF  Municipal  Railway-Planning  Div. 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Wallace  Wortman,  Dir.  of  Property 
SF  Real  Estate  Dept. 
450  McAUister  Street,  Room  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Hans  Bruno,  Assistant  Gen.  Mgr. 
Water  Department,  Distribution  Div. 
425  Mason  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Patrick  Douglas 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 

2700  -  19th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

San  Francisco  Business  Journal 
635  Sacramento  Street,  Suite  310 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Kirsten  E.  Downey 

Evelyn  Hsu 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 

925  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  C  A  94103 

Gerald  Adams 

San  Francisco  Examiner 

P.O.  Box  7260 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

E.  Cahill  Maloney 
San  Francisco  Progress 
851  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1366  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Rob  Waters 
Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

LIBRARIES 

Faith  Van  Liere 
Documents  Library 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Lin  Max 

Cogswell  College  Library 
600  Stockton  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Jean  Circiello 

EPA  Library 

215  Fremont  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Government  Documents  Section 
Stanford  University 
Stanford,  CA  94305 
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LIBRARIES  (cont.) 


Dora  Ng 

Government  Publications 
SF  State  University 
1630  Hollo  way  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Inst,  of  Govt.  Studies 
1209  Moses  Hall 
UC  Berkeley 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law 
Library 

200  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 

790  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Steve  Anderson 

Charter  Commercial  Brokerage 
Market  Research  Dept. 
Two  Embarcadero  Center,  #1860 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley 
Bennet  &  Barkley 
100  California  St.,  Suite  970 
San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

Bay  Area  Council 

348  World  Trade  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Albert  Beck 

c/o  Geography  Department 
California  State  Univ.,  Chico 
Chico,  CA  95929 

Bendix  Environmental 
Research,  Inc. 
1390  Market,  #902 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Tony  Blaczek 

Finance  Dept.,  Coldwell  Banker 
1  Embarcadero  Center,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


John  E.  Bonin 
Knowlton  Realty,  Inc. 
1  California,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Peter  Bosselman 
Environmental  Simulation  Lab. 
119  Wurster  Hall 
UC  Berkeley 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Roger  Boyer  Associates 
215  Leidesdorf 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Anita 

Susan  R.  Diamond 
Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Michael  Buck 
1333  -  35th  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

David  Capron 
Lincoln  Property  Co. 
100  Spear  Street,  18th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Dale  Carlson 

369  Pine  Street,  #800 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Kent  Soule 

Chickering  &  Gregory 

3  Embarcadero  Center,  23rd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Coalition  for  SF  Neighborhoods 

Mrs.  Dorice  Murphy 

175  Yukon  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Joseph  Cortiz 

2853  -  22nd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Calvin  Dare 
Cushman  Wakefield 
555  California,  #2700 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Cont.) 

James  A.  Hogland 
Cushman  Wakefield 
555  California  St.,  #2700 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Jonathan  Soffer 
Deringer  Development  Group 
50  California  St.,  Suite  1205 
San  Francisco,  CA  9411 

Alex  Diamondidis 
58  Varennes 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

James  S.  Dielschneider 
258-B  Red  Rock  Way 
San  Francisco,  C A  94131 

DKS  Associates 

1419  Broadway,  Suite  700 

Oakland,  CA  94612-2069 

Rita  Dorst 

RB  International  Services 
9  Boston  Ship  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Lloyd  Pflueger 
Downtown  Association 
582  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Downtown  Senior 

Social  Services 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Michael  V.  Dyett 

Blayney-Dyett 

70  Zoe  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Leslie  deBoer 

EPR,  Inc. 

649  Front  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

Avril  Tolley 
ESA 

1390  Market  St.,  Fox  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 


Farella  Braun  &  Martel 
235  Montgomery  St. 
San  Francisco,  C  A  94104 

Connie  Parrish 
Friends  of  the  Earth 
1045  Sansome  Street,  #404 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Grant  Dehart 
Heritage 

2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Jane  Winslow 

Gensler  and  Associates 

550  Kearny  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Charles  Gill 

The  Aspen  Group  West,  Inc. 
505  Sansome  St.,  Suite  1005 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Annette  M.  Granucci 
Commercial  News  Publishing  Co. 
125  Twelfth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Gruen,Gruen  &  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

James  D.  Hall 

101  Lombard  Condominiums 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

Donald  Head  &  Associates 
109  Minna  Street,  #293 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Robert  L.  Gibney,  Jr. 
Heller,  Ehrman,  White  &  McAuliffe 
44  Montgomery  St.,  32nd  Fl. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Valerie  Hersey 
Munselle-Brown 
950  Battery 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Sue  Hestor 

4536  -  20th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Cont.) 


Carl  Imparato 
1205  Garfield 
Albany,  CA  94706 

Gordon  Jacoby 
Jefferson  Associates 
683  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Jones  Lang  Wootton 

One  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  710 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:  Sheryl  Bratton 

Robert  Fan,  Lee  &  Fan 
Architecture  &  Planning,  Inc. 
580  Market  Street,  Suite  300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Brent  Kato 

Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
333  Valencia  Street,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Carol  Lester 

Lawyers  Title  Company  of  SF 
300  Montgomery  St.,  Suite  1135 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Barry  Livingston 
Urban  Center  Development  Ltd. 
One  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  2216 
San  Francisco,  C  A  94111 

Doug  Longyear 

Finance  Dept.  Coldwell  Banker 
1  Embarcadero  Center,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Rolf  Wheeler 

Marathon  U.S.  Realties,  Inc. 
595  Market  St.,  Suite  1330 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Marcus  Wood 
Milton  Meyer  &  Co. 
One  California  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 
582  Market  Street,  Suite  1208 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Leland  S.  Meyerzove 

KPOO  -  FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

Page,  Anderson  &  Turnbull 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Susan  Pearlstine 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 

P.O.  Box  7880 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

Gloria  Root 

Planning  Analysis  &  Dev. 
530  Chestnut  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

339  Walnut  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Neville  Price  &  Associates 
25  Ecker  Square,  Suite  1050 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Bruce  Raful 
Rothschild  Cappiello 
332  Pine  Street,  Suite  511 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Deborah  McNamee 
Research  &  Decisions  Corp. 
375  Sutter  Street,  Suite  300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

David  P.  Rhoades 

120  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  1600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Mrs.  H.  Klussman,  Pres. 
San  Francisco  Beautiful 
41  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Building  &  Construction 
Trades  Council 

400  Alabama  Street,  Room  100 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Cont.) 


Richard  Morten 
SF  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

John  Innes 

San  Francisco  Christian  School 
699  Serramonte  Ave. 
Daly  City,  CA  94015 

G.  Kirkland,  Exec.  Director 
SF  Conv.  &  Visitors  Bureau 
201  -  3rd  Street,  Suite  900 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

SF  Ecology  Center 
13  Columbus  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Bernard  Speckman 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 

1855  Folsom  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Organizing  Project 

1208  Market  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Planning  & 
Urban  Research  Association 
312  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

David  Jones 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 
241  Bartlett 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 
Frank  Noto 

San  Francisco  Forward 
375  Sutter  Street,  #400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Tony  Kilroy 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
942  Market  Street,  Room  505 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

John  Sanger  &  Associates 
3600  Washington  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Senior  Escort  Program 
South  of  Market  Branch 
814  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Becky  Evans 

Sierra  Club 

530  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94108 

Robert  Snook 

Wells  Fargo  Bank 

475  Sansome  Street,  19th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

South  of  Market  Alliance 

74  Langton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Square  One  Film  &  Video 

725  Filbert  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Wayne  Stiefvater 
Appraisal  Consultants 
701  Sutter  Street,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  C A  94109 

John  Elberling 
TODCO 

230  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Rod  Teter 

Cahill  Construction  Co. 

425  California  Street,  Suite  2300 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Jerry  Tone,  Loan  Officer 
Real  Estate  Industries  Group 
Wells  Farge  Bank,  N.A. 
475  Sansome  Street,  19th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Timothy  Tosta 

333  Market  Street,  #2230 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Jeff  Vance 

Campeau  Corporation 

681  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Cont.) 


Kathy  Van  Velsor 

19  Chula  Lane 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Stephen  Weicker 

899  Pine  Street,  #1610 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing 

Organizations 
409  Clayton  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Howard  Wexler 

235  Montgomery,  27th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Eunice  Willette 

1323  Gilman  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Leslie  Yee 

1531  PoweU  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Marie  Zeller 

Whisler-Patri 

590  Folsom  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERS 

LL  &  L  Investment  Trust 

c/o  V.  Barkhordarian    Ice  House 

151  Union  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

BJL  Co. 

c/o  West  Winds  Inc. 

178  Townsend  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Bill  &  Fanny  Yee 
966  Grant 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

120  Green  Street  Associates 

c/o  Folger  &  Levin 

100  Green  Street,  CA  94111 


Robert  Giusti 

415  Sansome  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Seaton  Corp. 

c/o  Venton  Corp. 

665  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Colomba  Mezzetta 
40  Bayview  Ave. 
Larkspur,  CA  94939 

Abbott  Brady  Printing 

1045  Sansome  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Rebizzo  Land  Co. 
3627  Divisadero  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 
Ms.  Jane  Winslow,  President 
396  Lombard  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Telegraph  Hill  Neighborhood  Center 
660  Lombard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Telegraph  Landing 
150  Lombard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Elizabeth  Zelinsky 

Donald  Wudtke,  FAIA 

Wudtke,  Watkins,  Davis  &  Engstrom 

200  Green  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
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APPENDIX 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  450  MCALLISTER  STREET  •  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94102 


NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:     January  18  >  1985 


Lead  Agency:     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  Street  -  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  9410  2 

Agency  Contact  Person:  jQn  |-|ussey  Telephone:     (415)  558-5261 


Project  Title:     83>447E  Project  Sponsor:  Grosvenor  Properties 

Six  story  office/retail  building         project  contact  Person:  Nat  Taylor 


project  Address:  15Q  Green  street  at  Sansome 

Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):  112/8 
City  and  County:  San  FrandSCO 


Project  Description:  Construction  of  a  six-story,  66,260  gross-square-foot,  office/retail 
building  with  valet  parking  for  100  cars  within  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic 
District,  after  demolition  of  a  two-story,  18,000  square  foot,  office/retail 
building  considered  compatible  with  the  Historic  District. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.     This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15063   (Initial  Study),  15064 
(Determining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and 
the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Environmental  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for 
the  project,  which  is  attached.      Sqq  attached 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning 

Commission:         January  28,  1985  . 

An  appeal  requires:     1)     a  letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and; 

2)     a  $35.00  filing  fee. 


ALEC  Ja.  BASH,  Environmental  Review  Officer 


ASB:  BWS:  eh 
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FINAL  INITIAL  STUDY 
150  GREEN  STREET 
83.447E 
January  18,  1985 

L      PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  sponsor,  Grosvenor  Properties  Ltd.,  would  construct  a  six-story,  66,260  gross- 
square-foot  (gsf)  retail/office  building  at  150  Green,  at  the  northeastern  corner  of 
Sansome  and  Green  Streets,  west  of  Icehouse  Alley  (Figure  1,  page  2).  It  would  be  located 
on  Assessor's  Block  112,  Lot  8.  The  C-2  (Community  Business)  district  site  is  occupied  by 
a  two-story,  beige,  stucco  building  with  a  penthouse  level  containing  7,000  square  feet  of 
offices,  11,000  square  feet  of  retail,  and  about  50  parking  spaces.  The  site  also  falls 
within  the  Northern  Waterfront  Special  Use  District  No.  3. 

There  would  be  valet  parking  for  100  cars  (23,400  square  feet)  on  two  basement  levels,  a 
net  increase  of  50  vehicles.  Uses  would  include  60,210  gsf  of  office  and  6,050  gsf  of  retail 
space  which,  compared  to  the  existing  building,  would  represent  a  53,210  gsf  increase  in 
office  and  4,950  gsf  decrease  in  retail  space.  The  proposed  building  would  be  about  64.5 
feet  high.  A  mechanical  penthouse  level  would  extend  the  150  Green  Street  building's 
height  to  75  feet  (Figure  2,  page  3). 

The  structure  lies  within  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Historic  District,  an  area  of  special 
historical  and  architectural  character.  Formerly  the  Sperry  Flour  Company  Building,  built 
in  1916,  the  existing  building  on  the  site  is  described  as  "compatible"  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  (DCP). 

Estimated  construction  cost  of  the  project  would  be  approximately  $4,000,000.  An  18- 
month  construction  period  is  anticipated. 

The  architect  is  Gensler  and  Associates. 


i 


A-3 


SITE  LOCATION  MAP 


FIGURE  1 


SECTION 


FIGURE  2 


SOURCE  GENSLER  AND  ASSOC 
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0.    SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  EFFECTS 

A.  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECTS 

Urban  design  and  cultural  resource  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  plus  cumulative  urban 
design  impacts  with  nearby  projects  could  be  significant.  These  will  be  analyzed  in  the 
EIR. 

B.  INSIGNIFICANT  EFFECTS 

Some  environmental  effects  would  either  be  insignificant  or  would  be  mitigated  through 
measures  incorporated  into  the  project  design.  The  following  issues  require  no  further 
environmental  analysis  and  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

Land  Use:  The  project  would  be  consistent  with  existing  land  use  patterns. 

Visual  Quality:  The  project  would  not  have  reflective  glass  as  part  of  Its  design.  The 
surrounding  properties  would  not  be  affected  by  glare. 

Population:  The  project  would  not  induce  substantial  growth,  nor  would  it  displace  a  large 
number  of  employees.  Given  the  project's  small  size,  it  would  not  generate  a  significant 
demand  for  housing. 

Transportation/Circulation:  The  proposed  project  would  not  measurably  affect  intersec- 
tion service  levels  or  regional  highways. 

Noise:  After  completion,  the  project  would  not  perceptibly  increase  noise  in  the  project 
vicinity. 

Air  Quality/Climate:  Construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  project  would  not 
create  objectionable  odors,  nor  would  the  project  involve  burning  any  materials.  The 
project  would  not  violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard,  create  objectionable  odors  or 
cause  a  change  in  climate.  Mitigation  measures  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project  to 
address  potential  impacts  during  construction. 

Utilities/Public  Services:  Increased  demand  for  public  services  and  utilities  attributable 
to  the  proposed  project  would  not  require  additional  personnel  or  equipment. 
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Biology;  The  project  would  have  no  effect  on  plant  or  animal  life  because  the  site  is 
currently  covered  by  buildings. 

Geology/Topography:  A  geotechnical  report  has  been  prepared  by  a  California-licensed 
soils  engineer;  building  construction  will  conform  to  the  report's  recommendations. 

Water:  The  site  is  currently  covered  by  buildings  and  has  no  surface  water.  Alterations 
to  drainage  patterns,  therefore,  will  not  be  discussed. 

Energy:  The  project  would  not  encourage  activities  that  would  result  in  the  wasteful  use 
of  energy  or  have  a  substantial  effect  on  a  natural  resource. 

Hazards:  The  proposed  project  would  not  be  affected  by  hazardous  uses  nor  would  it 
cause  health  hazards.  An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by 
the  project  sponsor  as  part  of  the  project. 


IE.  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND 
PLANS 

Not 

Applicable  Discussed 

1.     Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations, 
or  changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code 

or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.    X 

'2.     Discuss  any  conflicts  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of 

the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  if  applicable.    X 


!3.     Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  other  adopted  environ- 
mental plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if 

applicable.    X 


♦Derived  from  State  Environmental  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  impacts. 
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The  site  is  in  a  C-2  (Community  Business)  district,  where  offices  and  commercial  uses  are 
principal  permitted  uses.  It  is  also  in  the  Northern  Waterfront  Special  Use  District  No.  3, 
where  principal  permitted  uses  include  industrial  and  commercial  operations  directly 
relating  to  waterborne  commerce  or  navigation,  and  wholesale  establishments  within  an 
enclosed  building.  Development  in  the  area  is  subject  to  the  general  provisions  outlined 
in  the  City  Planning  Code  for  C-2  districts.  These  provisions  may  be  superseded  by 
Special  Use  District  provisions;  uses  must  be  in  conformance  with  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront  Plan. 

The  applicable  height  and  bulk  district  for  the  site  is  65-X,  which  allows  a  building  height 
of  up  to  65  feet.  On  Sansome  Street,  with  a  slope  of  less  than  5%,  the  height 
measurement  is  taken  from  the  top  of  the  curb  opposite  the  center  of  the  building  to  the 
highest  point  of  the  finished  flat  roof.  The  maximum  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  allowed  on 
the  site  is  5:1,  in  accordance  with  Section  240.3  of  the  City  Planning  Code  relative  to  the 
Northern  Waterfront  Special  Use  Districts.  The  project  site  is  also  eligible  for  a  25% 
Corner  Bonus  (Section  125  of  the  Planning  Code)  which  brings  the  maximum  allowable 
FAR  for  this  site  to  6.25:1  (6.25  x  11,700  =  73,125  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area, 
excluding  parking).  The  actual  FAR  for  the  project  would  be  5.66:1.  The  project  would 
comply  with  regulations  for  the  zoning  district  except  for  the  provision  of  parking.  A 
variance  would  be  required  under  the  City  Planning  Code  (Section  155C)  as  the  sponsor 
proposes  the  use  of  valet  parking. 

The  proposed  project  would  conform  to  policies  outlined  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront 
Plan.  It  would  respond  to  Objective  3  of  the  Plan  which  is,  in  part,  to  "develop  a  diversity 
of  additional  activities  which  would  strengthen  the  existing  predominant  uses  in  the  Base 
of  Telegraph  Hill  Area."  Policy  1  of  Objective  3  is  to  "strengthen  the  area's  predominant 
uses  of  professional  and  general  offices  and  design-related  activities."  Policy  4  of 
Objective  3  is  to  "develop  the  area  to  a  lesser  intensity  of  activity  than  the  adjacent 
downtown  and  Fisherman's  Wharf  areas  in  order  to  provide  a  relief  of  intensity  from  those 
areas." 

The  project  requires  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  from  the  CPC  for  development 
within  the  Historic  District  prior  to  issuance  of  a  building  permit.  The  Landmarks  Board 
reviews  applications  for  demolition,  new  construction,  alterations  or  exterior  changes 
visible  from  a  public  place  or  thoroughfare  on  the  property  through  this  Certificate  of 
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Appropriateness  process.  The  Board  then  makes  a  recommendation  to  the  Director  of 
Planning  or  to  the  CPC.  The  Planning  Commission  will  also  hold  a  public  hearing  on  the 
application  for  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness. 


B . 


ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


1. 


Land  Use.  Could  the  project: 


a. 


Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical 
arrangement  of  an  established 
community? 


X 


X 


b. 


Have  any  substantial  impact  upon 
the  existing  character  of  the 
vicinity? 


X 


X 


The  project  site  occupies  part  of  a  district  known  as  the  Base  of  Telegraph  Hill.  The  site 
is  currently  occupied  by  a  two-story  building  plus  penthouse  that  contains  office  space 
(7,000  square  feet),  retail  space  (11,000  square  feet),  and  a  parking  garage  (50  spaces).  In 
the  project  vicinity,  warehousing  and  light-industrial  space  is  being  converted  to  office 
and  retail  uses.  Abutting  the  site  to  the  north  is  the  red  brick  Icehouse  building,  whose 
showrooms  have  recently  been  converted  to  offices.  Across  Icehouse  Alley  to  the  east  is 
100  Green  Street,  a  three-story  building  containing  professional  office  space.  South  of 
the  project  across  Green  Street  are  three-  to  four-story  warehouses  that  have  been 
converted  to  office  space.  West  of  the  project  site  across  Sansome  Street  is  the  Giusti 
Building  (commonly  known  as  the  Farnsworth  Laboratory,  California  Registered  Historical 
Landmark  #941),  a  two-story  structure  containing  offices.  Immediately  north  of  the 
Giusti  Building  is  a  vacant  site,  at  1171  Sansome,  where  a  eight-story  commercial  and 
residential  project  has  been  proposed.  (An  earlier  version  of  that  project  was  disapproved 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  mid-1984.)  Diagonally  opposite  the  site  on  the 
intersection's  southwest  corner  is  a  four-story  structure  containing  parking  and  offices. 
Further  north  are  newer  developments  such  as  the  three-to  seven-story  Levi's  Plaza 
development  containing  800,000  square  feet  of  office,  restaurant  and  retail  space  in  three 
blocks. 

One-half  block  west  of  the  project  site  are  the  cliffs  of  Telegraph  Hill.  Residences  border 
the  Filbert  and  Greenwich  steps  and  continue  to  the  top  of  the  hill.  Telegraph  Landing 
Condominiums  (bounded  by  Montgomery,  Chestnut,  Sansome  and  Lombard  Streets)  to- 
gether with  the  101  Lombard  Condominiums  (immediately  south  of  Telegraph  Landing) 
contain  about  200  luxury  residential  units  within  four  blocks  of  the  site. 
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The  Broadway  Street  ramp  to  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  is  located  two  blocks  south  of  the 
project  site  providing  access  to  Interstate  80  and  Highway  101. 


The  proposed  project  would  be  similar  to  surrounding  land  uses  and  consistent  with 
existing  development  in  the  area.  There  will  be  no  further  discussion  of  this  subject  in  the 
EIR. 

Yes        No  Discussed 

2.    Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project: 

a.  Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable 

negative  aesthetic  effect?  X    X 

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct 
any  scenic  view  or  vista  now 

observed  from  public  areas?    X  X 

c.  Generate  obtrusive  light  or 
glare  substantially  impacting 

other  properties?    X     .  X 


The  project  site  is  not  the  terminus  for  any  street's  view  corridor,  nor  would  it  block 
views  from  any  public  site.  The  project  would  not  obstruct  any  scenic  views  from  public 
areas.  The  project  would  not  contain  reflective  glass,  therefore,  no  ootrusive  glare  would 
affect  surrounding  structures.  Since  the  project  would  involve  the  demolition  of  a 
"compatible"  building  within  a  designated  historic  district,  the  urban  design 
characteristics  of  the  project  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


Yes       No  Discussed 


3.     Population.  Could  the  project: 

a.  Induce  substantial  growth  or 
concentration  of  population? 

b.  Displace  a  large  number  of 
people  (involving  either 
housing  or  employment)? 


Create  a  substantial  demand 
for  additional  housing  in 
San  Francisco,  or  substantially 
reduce  the  housing  supply? 


X 


a 
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The  project  would  not  induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of  population.  The 
53,210  gsf  increase  in  office  space  would  represent  iess  than  0.3  percent  of  the  19  million 
gross  square  feet  of  cumulative  net  new  office  construction  in  San  Francisco  as  of 
March  10,  1984. 

An  estimate  of  existing  employment  on-site  is  as  follows:  office,  28  employees  (based  on 
a  ratio  of  one  employee  per  250  square  feet  of  office  space);  retail,  31  employees  (one 
employee  per  350  square  feet  of  retail  space):  janitorial  and  service.  2  employees  (one 
worker  per  12,000  square  feet  for  the  entire  building);  and  2  parking  operators  (one  worker 
per  5,100  square  feet  for  11,000  square  feet  of  parking).  The  project  would  generate  a  net 
increase  of  approximately  210  permanent  new  jobs  on  the  site  (213  would  be  office,  6 
janitorial,  and  5  parking  operators)  and  a  decrease  of  14  retail.  In  addition  to  these 
permanent  jobs,  the  project  would  generate  about  60  person-years  of  construction  labor 
(based  on  a  54, 000, 000  construction  cost). 

According  to  the  City  Planning  Commission's  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP), 
the  housing  demand  for  the  project  would  be  47  units.  This  matter  requires  no  further 
discussion  in  the  EIR. 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


4.     Transportation/Circulation.    Could  the  project: 


a. 


Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which 
is  substantial  in  relation  to  the 
existing  traffic  load  and  capacity 
of  the  street  svstem? 


X 


X 


b.     Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 
hazards? 


X 


X 


c. 


Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity? 


X 


X 


d.     Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 

demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  parking  facilities? 


X 


X 
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A  transportation  analysis  for  the  project  was  prepared  by  Environmental  Impact  Planning 
Corporation  (EIP).  The  conclusions  from  that  report  are  presented  below.  (A  copy  of  the 
report  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister 
Street.) 

The  proposed  project  would  be  expected  to  generate  approximately  220  net  new  daily 
trips.  About  57  of  these  trips  would  be  expected  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  and  75  during 
the  p.m.  peak  period.  Distribution  of  outbound  peak-hour  trips  for  individuals  are 
estimated  as  follows:  travel  by  auto  -  29;  Muni  -  16;  BART  -  18;  AC  Transit  -  5;  Golden 
Gate  Transit  -  4;  SamTrans  -  2;  SP  -  2;  Golden  Gate  Ferry  -  1.  (Travel  by  auto,  Muni  and 
BART,  when  further  distributed  among  the  several  lines  and  destinations,  would  be 
measured  in  single  digits.)  Such  increases  in  p.m.  peak  hour  outbound  travel  would  not  be 
detectable  within  the  actual  daily  fluctuations  in  traffic  and  ridership. 

The  contribution  of  peak-hour  project-generated  trips  to  cumulative  transportation 
impacts  was  assessed  within  the  context  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  It  was  determined 
that  various  carriers,  regional  highways,  and  most  heavily  traveled  intersections  in  the 
area  could  accommodate  this  scale  of  increase  in  trips  given  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR's 
assumptions  for  systemwide  improvements. 

The  proposed  project  includes  100  parking  spaces  which  is  a  net  increase  of  50  spaces  on 
site.  Parking  demand  is  estimated  at  42  spaces,  thus  the  project  will  have  capacity  to 
absorb  a  portion  of  the  existing  on-street  demand  in  the  vicinity.  One  freight  loading 
space  would  be  required  and  would  be  provided  on  the  basement  parking  level. 

The  proposed  project  is  estimated  to  generate  30  peak  noon-hour  pedestrian  trips. 
Pedestrian  flows,  currently  open,  would  not  be  significantly  affected. 

Transportation  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 
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5.     Noise.  Could  the  project: 

a.  Increase  substantially  the  ambient 
noise  levels  for  adjoining  areas? 

b.  Violate  Title  25  Noise  Insulation 
Standards,  if  applicable? 

c.  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 
noise  levels? 

The  project  site  is  on  a  thoroughfare  with  a  noise  level  of  about  Ldn  70  dBA  (day/night 
weighted  average),  and  a  level  above  85  dBA  when  buses  and  trucks  pass  by.  Operation  of 
the  project's  mechanical  equipment  and  post-construction  project  traffic  would  not 
perceptibly  increase  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity.  (The  project  sponsor  has  agreed 
to  follow  the  noise  reduction  recommendations  of  an  acoustical  engineer.  As  evidence  of 
this,  the  project  sponsor  would  submit  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  a  detailed 
analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements,  along  with  the  building  permit  application. 
Noise  generated  from  the  building's  operation  would  also  be  controlled  by  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance.) 

Noise  generated  during  construction  of  the  six-story  building  would  temporarily  increase 
noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity,  particularly  during  site  preparation,  foundation 
construction  and  framing  activities.  During  framing  operations,  noise  from  impact 
wrenches  would  reach  about  90  dBA  at  locations  within  about  100  feet  of  the  project  site. 
Interior  noise  levels  at  these  locations  would  reach  about  75  dBA  with  windows  open, 
which  would  be  annoying  and  would  interfere  with  telephone  use.  With  windows  closed, 
noise  levels  would  be  about  10  dBA  lower.  The  interiors  of  the  nearest  residences  atop 
Telegraph  Hill  would  be  exposed  to  about  55  dBA  with  windows  open  and  about  45  dBA 
with  windows  closed.  This  noise  could  be  audible,  but  would  not  be  likely  to  seriously 
annoy  residents. 

Demolition  and  construction  activities  would  be  controlled  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance.  Both  intake  and  exhaust  of  impact  tools  and  equipment  would  be  muffled  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Mufflers  and  shrouds  on  jackhammers 
and  impact  wrenches  could  reduce  the  noise  impacts  of  these  operations  by  1 0~  1 5  dBA. 
This  would  reduce  the  impacts  of  these  operations  to  50  dBA  or  below  in  the  interior  at 
the  nearest  residences  with  windows  open;  these  levels  would  be  noticeable,  but  not 
distracting.  With  windows  closed,  noise  levels  would  not  be  noticeable.  These  items 
require  no  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 
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Yes        No  Discussed 

  JC_  _X_ 

  _X_   

X 


6.     Air  Quality/Climate.  Could  the  project: 

a.     Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 
or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing 
or  projected  air  quality  violation? 


b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations? 

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 
odors? 

d.  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as 
to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the  community 
or  region? 

An  air  quality  analysis  was  prepared  by  EIP  Corporation  and  is  on  file  at  the  Department 
of  City  Planning.  Whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  is  built,  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  air 
pollution  modeling  indicates  that  CO  air  quality  overall  in  1990  would  be  better  than  it  is 
currently  at  the  most  heavily  traveled  intersections  in  the  vicinity.  Expected  improve- 
ments would  be  due  to  ongoing  state  and  federal  regulations  that  govern  motor  vehicle 
emissions. 

Construction  activities  would  generate  exhaust  pollutants  during  construction  hours; 
however,  no  measurable  increases  are  expected  in  ambient  concentrations  that  would 
affect  neighboring  buildings.  Site  preparation  and  construction  activities  would  generate 
suspended  particulate  matter  in  excess  of  the  state  24-hour  Total  Suspended  Particulate 
(TSP)  standard.  A  mitigation  measure  requiring  twice-daily  watering  of  the  site  is 
included.  Air  quality  impacts  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  project  EIR. 

A  shadow  analysis  for  the  proposed  project  was  conducted  and  is  on  file  at  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  Many  of  the  project's  shadows  would  fall  in  areas  shadowed 
by  existing  development  or  on  rooftops  of  existing  buildings  and  would  not  increase 
shadowed  areas.  Project  shadows  would  most  affect  the  pedestrian  environment  through- 
out the  year  between  the  hours  of  10  a.m.  and  2  p.m.  At  Sansome  Street  at  10  a.m.  during 
all  seasons,  new  shadows  would  be  added  to  the  existing  shadows  northwest  and  west  of 
the  project.  On  September  21  and  June  21  at  noon,  the  project  would  add  a  small 
incremental  shadow  to  the  sidewalk  west  of  the  site  and  to  a  small  portion  of  the  street. 
On  Icehouse  Alley,  incremental  shadows  would  be  added  on  September  21  and  June  21  at  3 
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Yes  No  Discussed 
  _X_  _X_ 

  _x_   

  _x_   

X  X 
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p.m.,  December  21  at  noon  and  March  21  at  3  p.m.  Shadows  will  not  be  discussed  in  the 
EIR. 


The  project  would  not  alter  wind  patterns  as  the  proposed  building  would  be  sheltered 
from  winds  by  Telegraph  Hill  and  it  would  not  be  substantially  taller  than  surrounding 
buildings.  These  matters  require  no  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


7.     Utilities/Public  Services.    Could  the  project: 

a.  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 
control? 

b.  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 
to  serve  new  development? 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 
recreation  or  other  public  facilities? 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 
or  communications  facilities? 


The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  one-third  of  a  ton  of  solid  waste  per  workday 
which  would  be  transported  to  Altamont  in  Alameda  County.  The  eight-foot  sewer 
transport  in  Sansome  Street  has  the  capacity  to  handle  the  amount  of  wastewater 
generated  by  the  project.  The  sewer  also  meets  the  design  criteria  to  satisfy  the  five- 
year  storm  capacity.^" 

The  project  would  not  require  more  fire  department  personnel  or  equipment.  Water  for 
fighting  fires  would  be  available  from  both  the  domestic  and  high-pressure  water  systems. 
The  project  would  incorporate  automatic  fire  sprinklers,  a  fire  alarm  system,  and 
emergency  power  and  special  elevator  controls. 

While  the  increasing  development  of  office  buildings  in  the  Northeast  Waterfront  area 

could  attract  more  commercial  burglaries,  the  project  itself  is  not  expected  to  generate 

the  need  for  additional  police  services.  The  area  is  within  Central  Station's  district,  and 

2 

is  patrolled  by  radio-dispatched  patrol  cars  24  hours  a  day.  There  is  no  foot  patrol. 

While  there  would  be  a  net  increase  in  energy  consumption  on  the  site,  no  major  expansion 
of  power  facilities  would  be  required.  Gas  supply  would  be  provided  from  the  existing 
Green  Street  gas  main  or  from  an  extension  from  either  Sansome  Street  or  the  Union 
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Yes        No  Discussed 


X  X 


X 


X 


X  X 


Street  main.  Electric  service  would  probably  require  transformer  space  on  the  property, 
and  the  project  design  provides  for  this  at  the  first  basement  level.    The  project  would 
conform  to  California  energy  standards. 

There  would  be  an  increase  in  demand  for  communication  systems.    Pacific  Telephone 

would  upgrade  existing  facilities  located  at  the  Sansome  and  Green  Street  intersection  to 

provide  adequate  service  to  the  proposed  project.     Pacific  Telephone  anticipates  no 

4 

difficulty  in  providing  or  maintaining  service  to  the  site. 

The  project  would  consume  approximately  8,600  gallons  of  water  per  day  (gpd).  An  eight- 
inch  main  in  Sansome  Street,  a  six-inch  main  in  Green  Street  and  an  eight-inch  main  in 

Union  Street  are  available  and  adequate  to  serve  the  project.**  Water  and  water  pressure 

g 

for  fire  suppression  are  also  adequate.     These  matters  do  not  require  further  discussion  in 


Mervin  Francies,  Engineering  Associate  II,  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering,  telephone 
communication,  September  22,  1983. 

Hal  Waterman,  Planning  and  Research  Division,  San  Francisco  Police  Department, 
telephone  communication,  June  30,  1983. 

Rocco  Colicchia,  Industrial  Power  Engineer,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric,  letter, 
September  9,  1983. 

Leo  Ladner,  Engineering,  Pacific  Telephone,  telephone  conversation,  September  19,  1983. 

George  Nakagaki,  Manager,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  Letter,  October  5,  1983. 

Edward  J.  Phipps,  Assistant  Chief,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  Letter,  October  11, 
1983. 


the  EIR. 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


8.     Biology.  Could  the  project: 


*a. 


Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 
of  the  species? 


X 


*b. 


Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory 
fish  or  wildlife  species? 


X 
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Yes        No  Discussed 

c.     Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 

of  mature,  scenic  trees?    X   

The  project  site  is  totally  covered  by  a  building.  There  are  no  rare  or  endangered  species 
of  plant  or  animals  on  site,  nor  are  likely  habitats  present.  These  matters  do  not  require 
further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


9.     Geology/Topography.  Could  the  project: 

a.  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 
erosion  and  liquefaction)? 

b.  Change  substantially  the  topography 
or  any  unique  geologic  or  physical 
features  of  the  site? 


The  proposed  project  would  not  expose  people  or  structures  to  a  major  geologic  hazard. 

The  site  is  underlain  by  interbedded  sandstone  and  shale  of  the  Franciscan  Assemblage* 

which  have  low  permeability  (except  where  fractured)  and  fair  slope  stability  and  high 

earthquake  stability  (except  in  thoroughly  fractured  rock).^     The  project  area  would 

experience  strong  to  very  strong  groundshaking  during  a  great  earthquake  (Richter 

3 

Magnitude  8+)  along  the  San  Andreas  Fault.  The  building  would  meet  current  seismic 
engineering  standards.  Pile  driving  is  not  anticipated  since  the  underlying  bedrock  would 
provide  adequate  foundation  support  and  seismic  stability. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  alter  the  site's  topography  as  it  is  inland 

from  the  former  shores  of  San  Francisco  Bay  in  an  area  that  was  extensively  quarried 

prior  to  1915.    A  spread-footing  foundation  has  been  recommended  by  the  geotechnical 

consultant1  which  would  be  at  approximately  the  same  level  as  those  of  the  Icehouse 

structure  (adjacent  to  site)  and  would  not  interfere  with  support  for  the  Icehouse.   In  the 

event  a  deeper  excavation  is  planned  (below  the  present  basement  level),  shoring  and 

retention  of  side  slopes  would  be  necessary  and  a  pre-excavation  study  would  be  needed  to 

4 

design  adequate  protection  for  the  Icehouse  footings  and  rock  anchors. 

The  project  would  be  constructed  under  the  supervision  of  a  California-licensed  structural 
and  geotechnical  engineer.  These  matters  do  not  require  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


*Dames  &  Moore,  Geotechnical  Consultation,  Proposed  Office  Structure,   150  Green 
Project,  San  Francisco,  California,  September  9,  1983,  page  2. 
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J.  Schlocker,  Geology  of  San  Francisco  North  Quadrangle,  California,  U.S.  Geological 
Survey,  Prof.  Paper  782,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C.,  1974, 
Table  11,  page  98. 

URS/John  A.  Blume  and  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  San 
Francisco,  California,  June  1974,  Figure  3. 

Dames  &  Moore,  op.cit.,  page  5. 


10.    Water.  Could  the  project: 

a.  Substantially  degrade  water  quality, 
or  contaminate  a  public  water  supply? 

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground 
water  resources,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  ground  water  recharge? 

c.  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 
siltation? 

There  is  no  surface  water  at  the  site.  The  site  is  currently  impervious,  covered  by  an 
existing  building.  The  proposed  project  would  not  alter  this  situation.  Runoff  would 
continue  to  drain  into  the  combined  City  storm/sewer  system.  Adjacent  streets  would  be 
mechanically  swept  by  the  demolition  and  excavation  contractors  so  that  the  silt  would 
not  be  washed  into  the  storm  drains.  Groundwater  seepage  is  expected  to  fill  the 
excavations  (about  3x4x2  feet  deep)  for  the  foundation  footings  shortly  following 
excavation.  This  water  could  be  pumped  or  bailed  each  morning  prior  to  continuing  work 
on  the  foundations.  No  continuous  dewatering  of  the  excavation  would  be  necessary.* 

These  matters  require  no  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


Yes  No  Discussed 
  _X_  _X_ 

  _x_  _x_ 

X  X 


William  C.  Wood,  Associate,  Dames  &  Moore,  telephone  communication,  May  8,  1984. 


Yes       No  Discussed 

11.  Energy/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project: 

a.     Encourage  activities  which  result  in 
the  use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water, 

or  energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?  X  X 
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b.     Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 
resource? 


An  energy  analysis  was  conducted  by  EIP  Corporation  and  is  on  file  with  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 

The  project  would  increase  consumption  of  nonrenewable  energy  resources  on  the  site. 

Site  preparation  and  building  construction  would  require  about  8  billion  BTUs  (the  energy 

1  2 

equivalent  of  about  1,400  barrels  of  oil)   at-source   of  electricity,  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel 

3 

over  the  full  18-month  construction  period. 

Calculations  were  made  based  upon  the  maximum  energy  consumption  allowed  under  the 
provisions  of  Title  24  of  the  California  Administrative  Code  and  using  a  worst-case 
estimate.  This  analysis  indicates  that  the  project  operation  would  consume  a  total  of 
about  12  billion  BTUs  annually,  the  energy  equivalent  of  about  2,100  barrels  of  oil  in  the 
form  of  electricity  and  natural  gas.  Specific  quantities  would  depend  upon  the  details  of 
the  building  design.  Detailed  engineering  studies  would  be  performed  later  in  the  design 
process  to  identify  applicable  energy  conservation  measures.  A  letter  explaining  the 
measures  chosen  and  the  technical  basis  for  the  decisions  would  be  supplied  to  the  Energy 
Section  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  prior  to  the  application  for  the  building 
permit.  Compliance  with  Title  24  of  the  California  Administrative  Code  would  ensure 
that  the  proposed  project  would  not  use  energy  in  a  wasteful  or  excessive  manner.  These 
issues  require  no  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


BTU:  British  Thermal  Unit.  The  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  one 
pound  of  water  one  degree  Fahrenheit  at  about  39  degrees  Fahrenheit. 

At-source  refers  to  adjustments  made  in  energy  use  calculations  to  account  for  the  energy 
used  in  generating,  refining  and  transporting  each  energy  source. 

Federal  Energy  Administration,  Energy  Use  in  the  Contract  Construction  Industry,  Report 
No.  PB-245-422,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  February  18,  1975. 
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Yes       No  Discussed 


12.   Hazards.  Would  the  proposed  project 
result  in: 

a.  Increased  risk  of  explosion  or 
release  of  hazardous  substances 
(e.g.,  oil,  pesticides,  chemicals 
or  radiation),  in  the  event  of  an 
accident,  or  cause  other  dangers  to 
public  health  and  safety? 

b.  Creation  of  or  exposure  to  a  poten- 
tial health  hazard? 

c.  Possible  interference  with  an 
emergency  response  plan  or 
emergency  evacuation  plan? 


X 


X 


It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  completed  project  would  result  in  any  increased  risk  of 
explosion,  release  of  hazardous  substances  or  exposure  to  a  potential  health  hazard.  Two 
2,000-gallon  gasoline  tanks  and  one  500-gallon  waste  oil  tank  buried  in  Sansome  Street 
adjacent  to  the  site  would  need  to  be  emptied  and  removed  or  backfilled.  The  tanks  are 
small  enough  to  be  removed  without  being  cut  into  sections. 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  as  part  cf  the  proposed 
project  (see  D.  Mitigation  Measures).  The  project's  emergency  plan  would  be  coordinated 
with  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities.  These  issues  require  no  further  discussion 
in  the  EIR. 


Yes        No  Discussed 


13.  Cultural.  Could  the  project: 


a.  Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 

or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a  property 
of  historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a 
community  or  ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a 
paleontological  site  except  as  a  part  of  a 
scientific  study? 

b.  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses 
of  the  area? 

c.  Conflict  with  preservation  of  any  buildings 
of  City  landmark  quality? 


X 


X 
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The  existing  building,  formerly  the  Sperry  Flour  Company  building,  built  in  1916,  is 
described  as  compatible  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  (DCP).  It  is  located  within 
the  Northern  Waterfront  Historic  District  and  must  receive  a  Certificate  of  Appropriate- 
ness from  the  City  Planning  Commission  (CPC)  in  order  to  be  demolished  and  replaced. 
This  issue  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

The  project  site  is  approximately  one  block  from  the  original  San  Francisco  shoreline. 
Historic  materials  may  be  present  within  the  project  area.  This  issue  will  be  addressed  in 
the  EIR. 

Yes        No  Discussed 

C.  OTHER 

Require  approval  of  permits  from 
City  Departments  other  than  DCP  or 
BBI,  or  from  Regional,  State  or 

Federal  Agencies?  .    X 


D.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 

1.  If  any  significant  effects  have 
been  identified,  are  there  ways 
to  mitigate  them? 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified 
above  included  in  the  project? 

Hazards 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor  or 
building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency 
Services,  to  ensure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the 
project's  plan  and  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The 
project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and  implemented  by 
building  management  insofar  as  feasible  before  issuance  of  final  building  permits  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works. 


Yes         No       N/A  Discussed 


X 


X 
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Historic  and  Cultural  Resources 


Mitigation  measures  for  Cultural  Resource  Impacts  will  be  enumerated  in  the  EIR. 
Air  Quality 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  that  demolition  materials  and  soils  on  site  be  watered 
twice  daily  by  the  contractor.  This  would  reduce  the  likelihood  of  airborne  construction 
dust  and  particulates  exceeding  state  and  federal  standards.  Adjacent  streets  would  be 
mechanically  swept  by  the  demolition  and  excavation  contractors  so  that  silt  would  not  be 
washed  into  the  storm  drains  and  dust  would  be  removed. 


E.     MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 

Yes       No  Discussed 

1.     Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the 
quality  of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce 
the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause 
a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate 
a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number 
or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples 
of  the  major  periods  of  California  history  or 

prehistory?    X   


2.     Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 
short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term, 
environmental  goals? 


3.     Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 
effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable?  (Analyze  in  the 
light  of  past  projects,  other  current  projects, 

and  probable  future  projects.)    X 


4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 
effects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or 

indirectly?    _X 

5.  Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy 
concerning  the  possible  environmental 

effect  of  the  project?  _  X 
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F.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY: 


I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
"  environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect 
on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case 

because  the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been 

included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 
will  be  prepared. 

X  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Alec  S.  Bash 


Environmental 
Review  Officer 


for 


Dean  L.  Macris 


Date: 


Director  of  Planning 
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DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


STATE  AND  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

General  Project  Section 
Air  Resources  Board 

REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District 

California  Arch.  Site  Inventory 
Regional  Office 

Calif.  Dept.  of  Transportation 
Bus.  <5c  Trans.  Agency 

Calif.  Dept.  of  Transportation 
Public  Trans.  Branch 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Bureau  of  Bldg.  Inspection 

San  Francisco  City  Attorney's  Office 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

Economic  Development  Council 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
Energy  Conservation 

Recreation  <5c  Park  Dept. 

Bureau  of  Engineering  -  Streets  and 
Highways 

Dept.  of  Public  Works  - 
Mechanical  Engineering  Division 

Department  of  Public  Works 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 

San  Francisco  Fire  Dept. 

Municipal  Railway 
Planning  Division 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Dept. 

San  Francisco  Water  Department 


MEDIA 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
San  Francisco  Business  Journal 
San  Francisco  Chronicle 
San  Francisco  Examiner 
San  Francisco  Progress 
The  Sun  Reporter 
Tenderloin  Times 
LIBRARIES 

San  Francisco  Public  Library 
Cogswell  College  Library 
EPA  Library 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  Library 

Inst,  of  Govt.  Studies 

San  Francisco  State  University 

Government  Documents  Section, 
Stanford 

GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS 

American  Institute  of  Architects 

Steve  Anderson 

Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley 

Bay  Area  Council 

Albert  Beck 

Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
Tony  Blaczek 
John  E.  Bonin 

Environmental  Simulation  Laboratory 
Boyer  Associates 
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GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS  (continued) 

Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 

Michael  Buck 

David  Capron 

Dale  Carlson 

Chickering  <5c  Gregory 

Coalition  for  SF  Neighborhoods 

Joseph  Cortiz 

Cushman  Wakefield 

DKS  Associates 

Deringer  Development  Group 

Alex  Diamondidis 

James  S.  Dielschneider 

DKS  Associates 

RB  International  Services 

Downtown  Association 

Downtown  Senior  Social  Services 

Blayney-Dyett 

Environmental  Planning  &  Research 
Environmental  Science  Associates 
Farella  Braun  &  M artel 
Friends  of  the  Earth 
Heritage 

Gensler  <5c  Associates 
Charles  Gill 
Annette  Granucci 
Gruen ,  Gruen+ Asso  ciat  es 
James  Hall 

Donald  Head  <5c  Associates 


GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS  (continued) 

Heller,  Ehrman,  White  <5c  McAuliffe 

Valerie  Hersey 

Sue  Hestor 

Carl  Imparato 

Jefferson  Associates 

Jones  Lang  Wootton 

Lee  &  Fan  Architects  <5c 
Planners,  Inc. 

Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
Carol  Lester 
Barry  Livingston 
Doug  Longyear 
Marathon  U.S.  Realties,  Inc. 
Milton  Meyer  <3c  Co. 
Robert  Meyers  Associates 
Leland  Meyerzove 
Page,  Anderson  &  Turnbull 
Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 
Planning  Analysis  &  Dev. 
Nevill  Price  &  Associates 
Bruce  Raful 
Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 
Charles  Hall  Page  &  Assoc. 
David  P.  Rhoades 
San  Francisco  Beautiful 
SF  Bldg.  <5c  Const.  Trades  Council 
San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
San  Francisco  Christian  School 
San  Francisco  Conv.  <5c  Visitors  Bureau 
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GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS  (continued) 


ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERS 


San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 

San  Francisco  Organizing  Project 

San  Francisco  Planning  & 
Urban  Research  Association 

San  Franciscans  for 
Reasonable  Growth 

San  Francisco  Forward 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

John  Sanger  &  Associates 

Senior  Escort  Program 

Sierra  Club 

Robert  Snook 

South  of  Market  Alliance 

Square  One  Film  &  Video 

Appraisal  Consultants 

Rod  Teter 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development 
Corporation 

Jerry  Tone 

Timothy  Tosta 

Jeff  Vance 

Stephen  Weicker 

Calvin  Welch 

Howard  Wexler 

Eunice  Willette 

Melba  Yee 

Whisler-Patri 


Robert  V.  Giusti 

Seaton  Corporation 

LL  <3c  L  Investment  Trust  30 
c/o  Barkhardarian  -  Ice  House 

BJL  Co.,  c/o  West  Winds  Inc. 

Rebizzo  Land  Co. 

Bill  S.  <5c  Fanny  Y.  Yee 

120  Green  St.  Associates 

Abbott  Brady  Printing  Corp. 

Charles  <5c  Julia  M.  Dondero 

Colomba  R.  Mezzetta 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 

Telegraph  Hill  Neighborhood 

Telegraph  Hill  Survival  Association 
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